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Summary Table of Responses to Comments Submitted to the USACE (not submitted directly to DOE) 

Topic Public Interest Review Factor Comment Summary Response 

Project Description General Environmental Concerns Commenter stated that in other wind projects, underwater cables are often 
required to be reburied (i.e., concrete pads have been placed on the cable 
sections in some areas, but not feasible for all areas) 

The Applicant (LEEDCo) has inspection procedures in place to monitor the cables during 
installation, post-installation, and over the life of the Proposed Project to ensure that the cable 
remains embedded in the subsurface sediments. 

Project Description General Environmental Concerns Commenter stated concern with the decommissioning of the Project Decommissioning is a standard part of the project life cycle and permitting process. It has 
been addressed in EA Section 2.2.9, Decommissioning. 

Climate Change General Environmental Concerns; 
Energy Needs 

Commenters stated that the Project will not result in the shutdown of any 
other electric generating plants (e.g., coal). 

Comment noted. 

Project Alternatives Economics Commenter expressed concern that environmental and cost factors were not 
analyzed for the different arrays 

Alternatives to the specific Proposed Project were considered during the design phase, 
including alternative project locations, turbine layouts, foundation design, substation location, 
and cable routes. Criteria considered in evaluating alternatives included potential impacts on 
the environment. Refer to EA Section 2.4, Alternatives Considered by LEEDCo. 

General 
Environmental 
Concerns 

General Environmental Concerns Commenter thought ecological impact, noise, and traffic impact studies for 
the construction and operational phases of the Project were lacking 

These resource areas and potential impacts were evaluated in EA Section 3, Affected 
Environment and Environmental Impacts. 

Water Resources Water Quality Commenter expressed concern regarding impacts of solvents used to clear 
the blades of bugs 

No solvents would be used to clean the wind turbine blades. When blades are cleaned (based 
on inspection and typically every 3 to 5 years) a cleaning system would be selected that is 
biodegradable and approved for use in drinking water systems. Examples of these systems 
include: high-pressure distilled water and low-pressure detergents similar to boat wash.  

EA Section 2.2.8, Operations and Maintenance, discusses procedures to be followed during 
maintenance of the turbines. 

Water Resources General Environmental Concerns; 
Recreation; Water Supply and 
Conservation; Water Quality; 
Navigation; Fish and Wildlife Values 

Commenter stated that officials from some groups expressed concern about 
water pollution from lubricants and oils, ecological disturbance to wildlife 
(birds, bats, fish), and restricted access for boaters 

EA Section 2.2.2.2, Wind Turbine Design, discusses that there are three levels of containment 
to minimize the risk of any fluid discharges. Section 3.3.2.1, Lake Water Quality, addresses 
potential impacts to water quality, and Section 3.8.2, Environmental Impacts Related to Lake 
Use, discusses use of the lake by boaters. 

Water Resources Navigation; Economics; recreation: 
Water Quality; Water Supply and 
Conservation 

Commenter expressed concern that the proposed Project would be 
detrimental to navigation, water commerce, fishing, recreational activities 
and drinking water 

Potential impacts to these resource areas were evaluated in the EA (Section 3.9.2, 
Environmental Impacts Related to Traffic and Transport, Section 3.8.2, Environmental 
Impacts Related to Lake Use, and Section 3.3.2.2, Drinking Water Supply and Quality). 

Water Resources Water Quality; Safety; General 
Environmental Concerns 

Commenter questioned where the was a protocol for movement of 
contaminants over waters 

Procedures to be employed to avoid, minimize, and remediate potential environmental 
impacts that could result from a spill or an inadvertent return of drilling fluids are addressed 
in EA Section 2.6, Applicant Committed Measures. 

Water Resources Safety; Water Quality Commenter expressed concern over who would recover toxic or non-
recyclable turbine elements at end of the Project life. 

EA Section 2.2.9, Decommissioning, addresses disposal of Proposed Project elements at the 
end of the Proposed Project's life. 

Wildlife Resources General Environmental Concerns; Fish 
and Wildlife Values 

Fish: Commenter expressed concern that the impact of noise to aquatic 
species was not adequately demonstrated. 

Potential impacts related to noise were evaluated in EA Section 3.4.2.2, Fish Resources, and 
Section 3.12.2, Environmental Impacts Related to Noise. Because of the use of the Mono 
Bucket, the foundation installation does not require pile driving, minimizing noise impacts.  
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Topic Public Interest Review Factor Comment Summary Response 

Wildlife Resources Fish and Wildlife Values Fish: Commenter concerned that insufficient data has been collected on the 
impacts to aquatic life from electric and magnetic fields. 

Potential impacts to aquatic life from electric and magnetic fields were evaluated in EA 
Section 3.4.2.2, Fish Resources – Operation and Maintenance - Electric and Magnetic Fields.  

Wildlife Resources Fish and Wildlife Values Birds and Bats: Commenter expressed concerns over potential high level of 
bird and bat mortality and who will quantify avian mortality. 

EA Section 3.4.2.3, Birds and Bats, evaluated the potential impacts to birds and bats. A Bird 
and Bat Conservation Plan is being developed including investigating technologies that can 
be used to detect bird and bat mortality.  

Wildlife Resources Fish and Wildlife Values Birds and Bats: Commenters expressed concern regarding impacts to 
threatened and endangered species. 

As noted in EA Section 3.4.2.5, Aquatic and Terrestrial Protected Species, a Biological 
Assessment was prepared. The USFWS concurred with the Biological Assessment that the 
Proposed Project is not likely to adversely affect federally listed threatened or endangered 
species. 

Wildlife Resources Fish and Wildlife Values Birds and Bats: Commenter expressed concern over impacts to bats and 
raptors protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. 

Refer to EA Sections 3.4.1.3 and 3.4.2.3, Birds and Bats.  

Wildlife Resources Fish and Wildlife Values Birds and Bats: Commenter expressed concern regarding siting the Project 
in well-known migration routes of the lakes. 

Refer to EA Sections 3.4.1.3 and 3.4.2.3, Birds and Bats. 

Wildlife Resources Fish and Wildlife Values Birds and Bats: Commenter expressed concern that post-construction 
monitoring is ineffective, that avian mortality would be difficult to track, and 
that there aren't mitigation measures capable of stopping bird mortality. 

Refer to EA Section 2.6.2, Applicant Committed Measures. A Bird and Bat Conservation 
Plan is being developed including investigating technologies that can be used to detect bird 
and bat mortality. Researchers have developed some new technologies to detect bird and bat 
mortality that are currently being tested at onshore and offshore wind energy facilities, 
including the use of sensors that detect vibrations when collisions occur and high-definition 
cameras (including thermal imaging) to detect and identify if the collision was bird or bat. 
The Bird and Bat Conservation Plan also details mitigation and adaptive management 
measures to be implemented if actual impacts exceed expectations. 

Wildlife Resources Fish and Wildlife Values Birds and Bats: Commenter expressed concern that boat surveys monitoring 
birds appear to be biased relative to the acoustic surveys. 

All survey methods have limitations and potential biases. Boat monitoring surveys for birds 
was one type of survey used to inform potential risk from the Project. Refer to EA 
Section 3.4.1.3, Birds and Bats – Project Area Studies. 

Wildlife Resources Fish and Wildlife Values Birds and Bats: Commenters expressed concern that more birds use the 
Project area than presented in the application, resulting in a potential high 
level of bird and bat mortality. 

Refer to EA Sections 3.4.1.3 and 3.4.2.3, Birds and Bats. Because of the small size of the 
Proposed Project, impacts to birds and bats would be minor.  

Wildlife Resources Fish and Wildlife Values Birds and Bats: The commenter expressed concern that bad weather would 
reduce visibility and cause birds to fly at lower altitudes, thus increasing 
collision risk. 

Bad weather that results in reduced visibility and low clouds can result in birds flying at low 
altitudes when weather events occur during periods of bird migration. Less is known 
regarding bat migration. A “worst case” combination of weather events has resulted in large 
numbers of birds dying while crossing the Great Lakes because of exhaustion and inability to 
fly across the lake. The rare nature of these events limits the potential large mortality events. 
A Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy is being developed for the Proposed Project that would 
include measures used to mitigate bird mortality if such events occur, such as shutting down 
the turbines if large numbers of collisions are detected.  

Wildlife Resources Fish and Wildlife Values Birds and Bats: Commenter expressed concern that eagles, ospreys, and 
hawks will be attracted to the turbines and that bird impact studies did not 
consider these species 

Refer to EA Section 3.4.2.3, Birds and Bats – Operation and Maintenance – Behavioral 
Avoidance/Attraction Effects. 
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Topic Public Interest Review Factor Comment Summary Response 

Wildlife Resources Fish and Wildlife Values Birds and Bats: Commenter expressed concern over the high population 
levels and potential impact to red-breasted mergansers around Lake Erie 

Refer to EA Section 3.4.2.3, Birds and Bats. Because of the small size of the Proposed 
Project, the impacts to birds are expected to be minor and unlikely to have population-level 
impacts.  

Transportation Navigation; Economics Commenter questioned if there would be upgrades to Ohio ports. Refer to EA Section 2.2.6, Construction Laydown Areas, regarding use of the Port of 
Cleveland. 

Health and Safety Navigation; Recreation; Safety Commenter expressed concern that boaters may be restricted and there 
would be an increased danger to boaters during high winds and at nighttime. 

This was considered in EA Sections 3.8.2, Environmental Impacts Related to Lake Use, and 
3.9.2.1, Lake Transportation. There are no restricted areas surrounding the turbines. The wind 
turbines will be appropriately marked and illuminated according to U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) 
regulations for both day and night operation. 

Health and Safety Safety; Navigational Risks Commenter expressed concern that turbines could affect radar 
communications. 

Potential for interference with radar communications is discussed in EA Section 3.9.2.2, 
Terrestrial Transportation. This analysis was performed by the National Telecommunications 
and Information Administration (NTIA) and the finding was that there are no radar 
communication issues. 

Health and Safety Navigation; Safety; Recreation Commenter expressed concern regarding the impact of ice throw, blade 
shear, and turbine failure (blade and gearbox failure, fires, fatigue of turbine 
shafts, collapses). 

These factors have been considered in the EA.  

Socioeconomics Economics; Needs and Welfare of the 
People 

Commenter expressed concern that there is no community benefits package, 
no property tax payments, no payments in lieu of taxes. 

Details regarding economic benefits are discussed in EA Section 3.13.2, Environmental 
Impacts Related to Economics and Socioeconomics. 

Socioeconomics Economics Commenter expressed concern that Ohio is known for its bird abundance and 
tourism. 

Comment noted.  

Socioeconomics Economics Commenter stated that any jobs would be temporary construction related. Refer to EA Section 3.13.2.2, Employment.  

Socioeconomics Economics; Needs and Welfare of the 
People 

Commenter questioned the accuracy of job creation projections for this 
Project and future offshore wind energy in Lake Energy. 

Comment noted. 

Socioeconomics Economics; Safety; General 
Environmental Concerns; Water Quality 

Commenter questioned who would monitor turbines (for fatigue, damage, oil 
spills/leakage) and pay for maintenance? 

Refer to EA Section 2.2.8, Operations and Maintenance. 
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Summary Response to U.S. Fish and Wildlife Comments on the Draft 
Environmental Assessment 

 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) provided comments to the Department of Energy (DOE) on 
the draft Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Lake Erie Energy Development Corporation’s 
(LEEDCo’s) Project Icebreaker (the Proposed Project) in a letter dated October 4, 2017. The USFWS draft 
EA comment letter and attachments are included in their entirety in Appendix A-2. Concerns provided in 
comment letter from the USFWS fell into four categories:  

1. Characterizing bird and bat use of the Proposed Project Area;  

2. Evaluating collision mortality of birds and bats from the operating project; 

3. Monitoring to inform items 1 and 2; and  

4. Compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  

This comment response summary is organized based on these four categories. DOE coordinated with 
USFWS to effectively address the comments provided by USFWS on the draft EA. Through this 
coordination, DOE and USFWS came to a general understanding on how the comments and data provided 
by USFWS would be incorporated in to the final EA.  

1. Characterizing bird and bat use of the Proposed Project Area  

a. USFWS Comments/Concerns:  

 The assumption that conditions and migrant behavior are the same over land and over water 
may not be accurate. USFWS recommends a radar study in the Proposed Project Area, but this 
study has not been conducted to date. With the available data presented in the Draft EA, the 
USFWS is unable to estimate the number of passerines (majority of mortalities at wind 
projects) that might be passing over the Proposed Project Area within the rotor-swept zone and 
thus at risk for collision. 

 The 2017/2018 aerial flight surveys will help inform how distance from shore affects 
distribution of waterbirds and provide project-specific data on seasonal passage rates. 

 Acoustic monitoring to assess use of the project airspace by bats to date has been inadequate. 
LEEDCo made inappropriate assumptions that bat levels at the project location 8 miles from 
shore would be less than levels surveyed at the crib location 3 miles from shore. More detectors 
are needed, including detectors in the rotor-swept zone. 2017 bat acoustic survey data should 
be incorporated. 

 Ongoing bat acoustic studies may help inform bat use of the Proposed Project Area and inform 
risk. 

 There are misleading statements in Section 3.4.1.3 of the Draft EA regarding migrants tending 
to concentrate along shorelines and avoiding flying over large water bodies. 

DOE Response: The EA for the Proposed Project, a demonstration scale offshore wind project, provides a 
meaningful evaluation of the Proposed Project based on currently available environmental data used to 
draw conclusions about potential impacts to the environment. By supporting regionally diverse offshore 
wind advanced technology demonstration-scale projects, such as the Proposed Project, these projects could 
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generate performance, engineering, environmental monitoring, operations, and cost data to further the 
existing knowledge base.  

The EA does not contradict the statements provided by the USFWS or the cited studies. The evidence in 
the cited studies, and the statements supported by references to those studies in the EA, are consistent both 
with the observation that large numbers of nocturnal migrants commonly make flights across the Great 
Lakes, and that they tend to concentrate along the shorelines to some degree. The latter point is the most 
likely explanation for the pattern of reduced migrant density observed in the central Lake Erie basin 
compared with over land documented in next-generation radar (NEXRAD) studies by Diehl et al. (2003) 
and Nations and Gordon (2017) and cited in the EA. Section 3.4.1.3, Birds and Bats, of the EA has been 
updated to make clear that nocturnal migrants are known to fly over water. 

Section 3.4.1.3, Birds and Bats, of the EA has also been updated to incorporate 2017 survey data (aerial 
flight and bat acoustic data) presented in a 2018 draft Great Lakes radar technical report (Gosse et al., 2018). 
The 2017 survey data do not affect the risk assessment discussed in the EA, as the risk assessment 
conclusions are based primarily on the small size of the Proposed Project (as described in Section 3.4.2.3, 
Birds and Bats, and Appendix L-1). 

b. USFWS Comments/Concerns:  

 The NEXRAD data have limitations related to determining altitude of birds/bats flying and 
whether they are in the rotor-swept zone. 

DOE Response: Within radar ornithology, the primary application of the analysis of NEXRAD data is to 
describe landscape-level patterns of spatial and temporal variation in the density of nocturnal migrant 
passage. This has been well established in five decades of peer-reviewed technical studies of nocturnal bird 
migration based on NEXRAD data analysis. Even though these data are coarser than surveillance radar 
data, and it is not possible to sample the entire elevational spectrum of migrants moving through the night 
sky because of the inherent limitations of NEXRAD radar, it is deemed by professional ornithologists to be 
useful for describing variations in migrant density across time and space at the landscape scale. The USFWS 
statement about which portion of the sky the NEXRAD data comes from is correct; however, the NEXRAD 
data are informative with respect to overall migrant density at the Proposed Project. Section 3.4.1.3, Birds 
and Bats, of the EA has been updated to recognize the limitations of NEXRAD data. 

c. USFWS Comments/Concerns:  

 USFWS’ marine radar studies indicate large numbers of birds/bats migrating over Lake Erie 
often within the rotor-swept zone. 

DOE Response: DOE appreciates the USFWS providing the marine radar studies data. The preliminary 
analysis of the marine radar studies contributes further to enhancing the baseline of information of bird 
migration over Lake Erie and can be used to refine pre- and post-construction monitoring procedures. 
Section 3.4.1.3, Birds and Bats, of the EA has been updated to include the USFWS data. Nonetheless, the 
additional data does not alter the risk assessment discussed in the EA, as the risk of adverse impact remains 
low because of the small size of the Proposed Project.  

2. Evaluating collision mortality of birds and bats from the operating project 

a. USFWS Comments/Concerns:  

 Conclusions in Draft EA regarding potential bird/bat impacts are based on assumptions that 
may or may not be accurate. 
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DOE Response: The conclusion of minor impacts to migrant birds in the EA are based primarily on the 
Proposed Project consisting of six turbines and does not rest on the assumption that conditions and migrant 
behavior are the same over land and over water. Section 3.4.2.3, Birds and Bats – Operation and 
Maintenance – Collision Effects - Songbirds, of the EA has been revised to clarify the conservative 
prediction presented in the risk assessment, that the per megawatt (MW) fatality rate for the Proposed 
Project is likely to fall anywhere within the range of rates documented at land-based facilities. The 
anticipated impacts of the Proposed Project would be low because of the small size of the Proposed Project. 

b. USFWS Comments/Concerns:  

 Attraction to man-made structures may increase mortality. Mortality rates likely higher during 
spring/fall migrations. 

DOE Response: Behavioral Avoidance/Attraction Effects and Collision Effects are presented in the EA in 
Section 3.4.2.3, Birds and Bats – Operation and Maintenance. As discussed in greater detail in the EA, it is 
estimated that millions of birds migrate through the Great Lakes region during spring and fall migration 
and the presence of the wind turbines may cause some behavioral avoidance or attraction and collision 
effects. However, the Proposed Project would only include six turbines. Based on the small size of the 
Proposed Project and the use of bird-safe designs, the overall risk of adverse impacts (including fatal 
collisions) is low and DOE does not anticipate population-level effects for any species.  

c. USFWS Comments/Concerns:  

 Wind energy facilities known to cause fatalities of bats. Mechanisms for bat mortality at wind 
projects is uncertain; unclear if bats are attracted to turbines. Feathering of turbine blades has 
reduced mortality. 

DOE Response: The information and statements in the cited studies are consistent with the EA, including 
the possible attraction of bats to turbines in the offshore environment (refer to Section 3.4.2.3, Birds and 
Bats – Operation and Maintenance - Behavioral Avoidance/Attraction Effects and Collision Effects). 

Regarding risks posed by the Proposed Project to bats, the EA assumes that per-turbine bat fatality rates 
would fall somewhere within the range of bat fatality rates reported at 55 publicly available studies that 
reported robust, bias-corrected bat fatality rates at land-based wind energy facilities within the Great Lakes 
region. This assumption is conservative, and the EA likely overestimates potential impacts, given that the 
Proposed Project bat acoustic studies to date have suggested that levels of bat acoustic activity are lower, 
and possibly substantially lower offshore in the central Lake Erie basin than they are on land, consistent 
with the observation that bats are primarily terrestrial animals. Even acknowledging uncertainty in per-
turbine bat fatality rate, based on the small size of the Proposed Project, a low overall bat fatality rate 
(relative to land-based wind farms in the region) would be anticipated. The conclusions regarding risks to 
bats presented in the EA do not rest on any inferences regarding the levels of offshore bat acoustic activity, 
but on the fact that the Proposed Project would have six turbines. Section 3.4.2.3, Birds and Bats – 
Operation and Maintenance – Collision Effects - Bats, of the EA has been revised to emphasize the more 
conservative prediction presented in the risk assessment, that the per MW bat fatality rate for the Proposed 
Project would likely fall anywhere within the range of rates documented at land-based facilities, rather than 
highlighting the likelihood of the lower fatality rate scenario. 

Avoidance, minimization, and adaptive management measures, such as the feathering of turbine blades, are 
discussed in the following response. 
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3. Monitoring to inform items 1 and 2 

a) USFWS Comments/Concerns:  

 Post-construction monitoring, should be tested on land first prior to funding construction, and 
preferably prior to finalizing EA. Recommend DOE condition the funding of project on plans, 
reviewed and commented on by USFWS, and specific funding targeted to that component. 

 Because it is a demonstration project, pre-construction monitoring to inform risk and post-
construction monitoring to assess actual impacts are important. 

 It is noted that small size of the Proposed Project drives the effects analysis.  While that may 
be true, one goal of this demonstration project should be to measure actual effects of turbines 
on birds/bats to inform potential future development in Lake Erie. 

 If future studies or monitoring indicate larger numbers of birds or higher mortality rates, 
additional minimization measures and adaptive management should be used. Currently, the EA 
does not provide or require specific plans. Studies should be defined, reviewed by appropriate 
state/federal agencies, and required as part of the EA. 

 If future studies or monitoring indicate larger numbers of bats or higher mortality rates, 
additional minimization measures (feathering at higher cut-in speeds, especially during fall) 
and adaptive management should be used.  

 All pre- and post-construction monitoring data should be made public. 

 Should findings in pre-construction monitoring contradict assumptions in Draft EA, findings 
in the Draft EA should be revisited. 

DOE Response: Section 2.6.2, Applicant Committed Measures – Birds and Bats, describes avoidance and 
minimization measures LEEDCo would commit to for the Proposed Project. LEEDCo signed a 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the Ohio Department of Natural Resources (ODNR) to 
develop and agree upon sampling plans that lay out testing and analyses that would be conducted before, 
during and post-construction for birds and bats. Part of DOE’s overall goal in supporting this 
demonstration-scale offshore wind project is to collect useful data and support innovation and learning. 
DOE has provided funding to LEEDCo in support of preliminary project planning activities, including pre-
construction monitoring efforts. If DOE decides to provide funding to LEEDCo in support of final design, 
construction, and operation of the Proposed Project, the federal funding would also support any agreed 
upon post-construction monitoring activities.  

LEEDCo is working on a Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy in coordination with the ODNR and USFWS 
that includes post-construction monitoring and adaptive management measures. Collecting and evaluating 
post-construction monitoring data would inform continued operations of the Project and implementation of 
adaptive management measures. Adaptive management measures could include modifying operational 
conditions, such as feathering wind turbine blades during certain seasons or weather events. LEEDCo’s 
coordination with USFWS and ODNR, as well as compliance with agreed upon measures, would be 
required as a condition of the DOE financial assistance award. LEEDCo is committed to post-construction 
monitoring and adaptive management; however, the specific technology and protocol would be selected in 
the future based on ongoing evaluation of emerging technologies in this rapidly evolving field.  

As a demonstration project, adaptable protocols may be beneficial and help to ensure sound scientific data 
collection. LEEDCo is required to fully comply with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act as well as the Bald and 
Golden Eagle Protection Act. The above identified processes and agreements may or may not be completed 
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prior to finalizing the EA; however, the Proposed Project would not move forward with construction until 
these agreements are reached, and all requirements are satisfied. While DOE supports pre- and post-
construction monitoring efforts, these efforts would not affect the potential impacts of the Proposed Project. 
DOE’s EA necessarily relies on an evaluation of the proposed demonstration-scale project and currently 
available environmental data to draw conclusions about potential impacts to the human environment.  

4. Compliance with NEPA 

USFWS comments and DOE’s responses on compliance with NEPA are provided in the comment response 
matrix, specifically in responses 12, 18, and 19. 
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Black Swamp Bird Observatory Comments
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